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Melanie Mullis


From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC <Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov> on behalf of ATP@CCC 
<ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>


Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 4:29 PM
To: Melanie Mullis
Subject: FW: ATP Application - Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle School Pedestrian 


Improvements


Hi Melanie, 


 


The CCC is not able to assist with this project. Please include a copy of this email with your application as proof of 


reaching us. 


 


Thank you, 


 


Melanie Wallace 


Chief Deputy Analyst 


California Conservation Corps 


1719 24th Street 


Sacramento, CA 95816 


O (916)341-3153 


M (916)508-1167 


F (877)315-5085 


melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov 


 
Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at: 


 
SaveOurWater.com · Drought.CA.gov 


 


From: Melanie Mullis [mailto:MMullis@ontarioca.gov]  


Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 12:18 PM 


To: ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>; Local Conservation Corps (inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org) 


<inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org> 


Subject: ATP Application - Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle School Pedestrian Improvements 


 


To Whom It May Concern: 


 


The City of Ontario is making a Cycle 3 ATP application for a SRTS project near Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle 


Schools.  We are seeking to find out if either California Conservation Corps or Local Conservation Corps wish to partner 


with this on this application, should we be awarded funds.  Below is the specifics about our project: 


 


Project Description:  Install Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs), pavement markings and signing at six 


pedestrian crossing locations near Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle Schools and Bon View Park, design and 


construct/modify handicap ramps to meet ADA requirements and construct curb, gutter and sidewalk on Belmont Street 


and Sultana Avenue. 


 


Map:  See Attached 


 


Schedule:  See Attached 


 







Engineer’s Estimate:  See Attached 


 


Let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter. 


 


Melanie Mullis, Senior Planner 
City of Ontario 


303 East B Street 


Ontario, CA 91764 


(909) 395-2430 


Email:  mmullis@ci.ontario.ca.us 
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We	are	Safe,	Responsible,	and	Respectful!	


 
 


Ontario-Montclair 
School District 
 


 


1845 S. Sultana Avenue Ontario, California   (909) 986-1215   FAX (909) 459-2916 
SULTANA	SPORTS	&	SCIENCE	ACADEMY	
	
May	12,	2016	
	
CALTRANS	
Division	of	Local	Assistance,	
1120	N.	N	Street,	MS	1	
Sacramento,	CA	95814	
Attn:	Office	of	Active	Transportation	and	Special	Programs	
	
R:	Safe	Routes	to	School	Active	Transportation	Grant-	Sultana	Elementary	School	and	De	Anza	Middle	
School	
	
To	Whom	It	May	Concern:	
	
I	 am	 writing	 this	 letter	 in	 support	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Ontario’s	 application	 for	 a	 Safe	 Routes	 to	 School	 Active	
Transportation	Program	grant.	The	City	of	Ontario	is	collaborating	with	the	Ontario–Montclair	School	District	and	
residents	 to	 increase	 safety	 and	 physical	 activity	 by	making	 active	 transportation	 a	 more	 appealing	 option	 for	
students	and	their	families.		
	
The	 City	 is	 proposing	 to	 construct	 sidewalk	 gap	 closures,	 enhanced	 crossings,	 handicap	 ramps	 and	 safety	
signalization	to	increase	opportunities	for	students	and	residents	to	walk	safely	to	Sultana	Elementary	and	De	Anza	
Middle	 Schools	 and	 other	 amenities	 such	 as	 Bon	 View	 and	 De	 Anza	 parks,	 Dorothy	 Quesada	 and	 De	 Anza	
Community	Centers,	Huerta	Del	Valle	community	garden,	local	commercial	businesses	and	local	area	transit	stops.	
	
We	 support	 the	 City’s	 efforts	 to	 increase	 pedestrian	 safety	 for	 our	 students	 and	 parents	 traveling	 to	 Sultana	
Elementary.	 Improving	 the	routes	 that	our	children	 travel	on	 to	school	on	may	 increase	 the	willingness	of	more	
parents	to	allow	their	children	to	walk	to	school	which	may	help	to	reduce	childhood	obesity	in	the	neighborhoods	
around	these	schools.	 Improving	 the	walkability	of	 the	community	will	positively	affect	 the	overall	health	of	our	
students	and	their	parents.	
	
Sultana	staff,	parents	and	students	enthusiastically	support	 the	City’s	vision	and	proposed	plan	 for	creating	safe,	
healthy	and	walkable	communities.		
	
Sincerely,	


	
Cara	Molina	
Principal	


BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
Samuel Crowe 
Michael C. Flores 
Maureen “Moe” Mendoza 
Elvia M. Rivas 
Alfonso Sanchez 
	


James Q. Hammond, Ed.D. 
Superintendent 
 


Cara Molina 
Principal 
 


Tony Garcia 
Elementary Administrator 
 


Roberto Garcia 
Elementary Administrator 












Melanie Mullis


From: Active Transportation Program <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org>
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 4:34 PM
To: Melanie Mullis
Cc: California Conservation Corps (atp@ccc.ca.gov)
Subject: Re: ATP Application - Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle School Pedestrian 


Improvements


Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged


Hello Melanie, 
 
Thank you for contacting the Local Conservation Corps. Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in this project. Please 
include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Conservation Corps. 
 
Thank you, 
Dominique 
 


On Tue, Jun 7, 2016 at 12:18 PM, Melanie Mullis <MMullis@ontarioca.gov> wrote: 


To Whom It May Concern: 


  


The City of Ontario is making a Cycle 3 ATP application for a SRTS project near Sultana Elementary and De 


Anza Middle Schools.  We are seeking to find out if either California Conservation Corps or Local 


Conservation Corps wish to partner with this on this application, should we be awarded funds.  Below is the 


specifics about our project: 


  


Project Description:  Install Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs), pavement markings and signing 


at six pedestrian crossing locations near Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle Schools and Bon View Park, 


design and construct/modify handicap ramps to meet ADA requirements and construct curb, gutter and 


sidewalk on Belmont Street and Sultana Avenue. 


  


Map:  See Attached 


  


Schedule:  See Attached 


  


Engineer’s Estimate:  See Attached 


  


Let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter. 







  


Melanie Mullis, Senior Planner 


City of Ontario 


303 East B Street 


Ontario, CA 91764 


(909) 395-2430 


Email:  mmullis@ci.ontario.ca.us 


  


  


 


 


 


 


--  
 


Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant 


Environmental & Energy Consulting 


1121 L Street, Suite 400 


Sacramento, CA 95814 


916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org 
Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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“Our Community, Our Children, Our Commitment” 


 


Ontario-Montclair School District 
 


1450 S. Sultana Avenue, Ontario, California 91761 • (909) 986-8577 • Fax (909) 459-2543 
 


DE ANZA MIDDLE SCHOOL 


 


 


May 13, 2016 


 


CALTRANS 


Division of Local Assistance, 


1120 N. N Street, MS 1 


Sacramento, CA 95814 


Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs 


 


Re: Safe Routes to School Active Transportation Grant - De Anza Middle School and 


Sultana Elementary School  


 


To Whom It May Concern: 


 


I am writing this letter in support of the City of Ontario’s application for a Safe Routes to School 


Active Transportation Program grant. The City of Ontario is collaborating with the Ontario–


Montclair School District and residents to increase safety and physical activity by making active 


transportation a more appealing option for students and their families.  


 


The City is proposing to construct sidewalk gap closures, enhanced crossings, handicap ramps 


and safety signalization to increase opportunities for students and residents to walk safely to De 


Anza Middle School and Sultana Elementary and other amenities such as Bon View and De 


Anza parks, Dorothy Quesada and De Anza Community Centers, Huerta Del Valle community 


garden, local commercial businesses and local area transit stops. 


 


We support the City’s efforts to increase pedestrian safety for our students and parents traveling 


to De Anza Middle School. Improving the routes that our children travel to school may increase 


the willingness of more parents to allow their children to walk to school, which may help to 


reduce childhood obesity in the neighborhoods around these schools. Improving the walkability 


of the community will positively affect the overall health of our students and their parents. 


 


De Anza Middle School staff, parents and students enthusiastically support the City’s vision and 


proposed plan for creating safe, healthy and walkable communities.  


 


Sincerely, 


 
Adriana T. Gonzalez 


Principal, De Anza Middle School 


James Q. Hammond, Ed.D. 


Superintendent  


 
Tammy Lipschultz 
Assistant Superintendent  


Learning & Teaching Division 


 
Adriana T. Gonzalez 


Acting Principal 


De Anza Middle School 
 


 


 


 


BOARD OF TRUSTEES 


Samuel Crowe 


Michael C. Flores 


Maureen “Moe” Mendoza 


Elvia M. Rivas 


Alfonso Sanchez 
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Attachment E Page 1 


 


 


Attachment E – Photos of Proposed RRFB Locations 


Sultana and Grevillea 
(Looking north at existing pedestrian crossing that is in conflict 


with vehicles exiting parking lot) 


Bon View and Belmont 
(Looking north at existing pedestrian crossing that provides 


access to Bon View Park and Community Center) 


  


  


Sultana and Acacia 
(Looking north at existing crossing) 


Campus and Belmont 
(Looking north at existing crossing) 


  
  


Sultana and De Anza Middle School Entrance 
(Looking north at existing crossing) 


Sultana and Locust 
(Looking north at existing crossing) 


  
 


  







Attachment E Page 2 


 


Attachment E – Photos of Proposed Handicap Ramp Location Examples 


Cedar and Alley east of Euclid 
(Looking south at lack of handicap ramps) 


 


Miramonte and Sanderling 
(Looking north at lack of handicap ramps) 


 


  


Sultana and Maitland (NEC & SEC) 
(Looking east at lack of handicap ramps) 


 


Belmont and Greenwood (NWC) 
(Looking north at lack of handicap ramp) 


 
  


Belmont and Plum (SWC & SEC) 
Looking south at lack of handicap ramps) 


 


Cedar and Plum (SEC & SWC) 
Looking south at lack of handicap ramps) 


 
  


Boxwood and Miramonte (NEC & NWC) 
Looking north at existing ramps that are not ADA compliant) 


 


Skylark and Pleasant (NEC & NWC) 
Looking northeast at lack of handicap ramps)


 


  







Attachment E Page 3 


 


Attachment E – Photos of Proposed Truncated Dome Location Examples 


Acacia and Pleasant (NEC & SEC) 
(Looking east at lack of truncated domes on ramps) 


 


Locust and Monterey (NEC & NWC) 
(Looking north at lack of truncated domes on ramps) 


 


  


Greenwood and Belmont (NEC) 
(Looking north at lack of truncated domes on ramp) 


 


Ralston and Palm (NEC & SEC) 
(Looking east at lack of truncated domes on ramp) 


 


  


Phillips and Sultana (NWC & SWC)  
(Looking west at lack of truncated domes on ramps) 


 


Campus and Maitland (NEC & SEC) 
(Looking east at lack of truncated domes on ramps) 


 


  


Francis and Pleasant (NEC & NWC) 
(Looking north at lack of truncated domes on ramps) 


 


Skylark and Miramonte (NWC & NEC) 
(Looking north at lack of truncated domes on ramps) 
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PROPOSED ADA COMPLIANT HANDICAP RAMPS
Birch & Miramonte (SEC & SWC)
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Date:


C047462


Item No.
F, D 


or M
Quantity Units Unit Cost


Total


Item Cost
% $ % $ % $


1 1 LS $24,204.33 $24,204 100% $24,204


2 1 LS $88,749.21 $88,749 100% $88,749


3 100%


4 100%


5 100%


6 1 LS $121,021.65 $121,022 100% $121,022


7 356 SY $50.00 $17,800 100% $17,800


8 6212 SF $4.00 $24,848 100% $24,848


9 1390 LF $12.00 $16,680 100% $16,680


10 3600 SF $3.70 $13,320 100% $13,320


11 9473 SF $4.00 $37,892 100% $37,892


12 1242 SF $1.00 $1,242 100% $1,242


13 3470 LF $6.00 $20,820 100% $20,820


14 125 TON $90.00 $11,250 100% $11,250


15 1630 SF $5.00 $8,150 100% $8,150


16 816 LF $30.00 $24,480 100% $24,480


17 93 EA $5,500.00 $511,500 100% $511,500


18 9473 SF $5.00 $47,365 100% $47,365


19 56 EA $50.00 $2,800 100% $2,800


20 542 LF $2.00 $1,084 100% $1,084


21 12 EA $5,000.00 $60,000 100% $60,000


22 12 EA $550.00 $6,600 100% $6,600


23 196 SF $5.00 $980 100% $980


24


25 F 1 LS $32,272.44 $32,272 100% $32,272


26


27


28


29


30


31


$1,073,059 $1,073,059
$53,653 <= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 


15.00% $160,959 $160,959


$1,234,017 $1,234,017


ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs


$160,422


$160,422 13% 25% Max


$10,000


$40,000


$50,000


$61,701 5% 15% Max 


$272,123


ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs


$1,506,141


General Construction Items (non-decorative only)


Construct AC Pavement


Construct PCC Sidewalk


Remove PCC Access Ramp


Remove Striping (12" Stripe)


Remove PCC Curb & Gutter


Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate: Nabil Kassih License #:


Project Location:


Construct PCC Cross Gutter/Spandrel


Construct PCC Access Ramp (w/detec. Surface)


Sawcut AC


Remove PCC Cross Gutter/Spandrel


Construct Type B Curb & Gutter


The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  


Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.


Item Number(s): Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)


Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:


"PE" costs / "CON" costs


"CE" costs / "CON" costs


Project Delivery Costs:


Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:


Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)


Cost Breakdown


ATP Eligible Costs/Items
ATP Ineligible 


Costs/Items 


Corps/CCC


to construct


Mobilization 


Clearing and Grubbing


Remove AC Pavement 


Item 


Remove PCC Sidewalk


Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs
Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).


Project Information:
Agency: 05/27/2016City of Ontario


General Overhead-Related Construction Items


Traffic Control


Project Description: Design and construct six RRFB, various handicap ramps, detectable warning surfaces, striping and sidewalk


De Anza Middle School and Sultana Elementary School, Ontario CA 


Install Signs


Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons


Striping (12" Stripe)


Install Detectable Surface on Ex. Access Ramps


Total RW:


Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):


Construct PCC DirveApproach


Subtotal of Construction Items:


Landscape w/Irrigation / Water Connection
Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)


50,000$                                              


Construction Engineering (CE)


Right of Way (RW)
Right of Way Engineering: 10,000$                                              


Acquisitions and Utilities: 40,000$                                              


160,422.27$                                       


Total PE: 160,422$                                            


Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):


Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:


Type of Project Cost Cost $
Preliminary Engineering (PE)


Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):


Total Project Cost: $1,506,141


Total Project Delivery: $272,123


Construction Engineering (CE): 61,701$                                              


Total Construction Costs: $1,295,718


06/09/2016 1 of 1








County of Riverside, Bureau of Land Management, Esri, HERE, DeLorme, INCREME…





Census Tract: 6071001706


CalEnviroScreen Score: 9195%
Population: 6,231


The following numbers represent the percentile
score for that component or indicator. A higher
percentile indicates a higher relative burden.
Scroll to the bottom for a pie chart of
race/ethnicity.    


Pollution Burden: 97
Population Characteristics: 73


Ozone:   90
PM2.5:   96
Diesel:   92
Drinking Water:   90
Pesticides:   49
Toxic Releases:   88
Traffic Density:   46
Cleanup Sites:   56
Groundwater Threats:18
Hazardous Waste:    41
Impaired Water:      0
Solid Waste:             10





 


Find address or place



http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=27

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=31

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=37

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=42

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=49

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=55

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=60

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=65

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=72

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=80

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=87

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=91





County of Riverside, Bureau of Land Management, Esri, HERE, DeLorme, INCREME…





Census Tract: 6071001803


CalEnviroScreen Score: 96100% (highest
scores)
Population: 2,985


The following numbers represent the percentile
score for that component or indicator. A higher
percentile indicates a higher relative burden.
Scroll to the bottom for a pie chart of
race/ethnicity.    


Pollution Burden: 100
Population Characteristics: 70


Ozone:   91
PM2.5:   96
Diesel:   95
Drinking Water:   90
Pesticides:   40
Toxic Releases:   90
Traffic Density:   79
Cleanup Sites:   87
Groundwater Threats:51
Hazardous Waste:    98
Impaired Water:      55





 


Find address or place



http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=27

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=31

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=37

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=42

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=49

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=55

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=60

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=65

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=72

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=80

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=87





County of Riverside, Bureau of Land Management, Esri, HERE, DeLorme, INCREME…





Census Tract: 6071001810


CalEnviroScreen Score: 9195%
Population: 4,497


The following numbers represent the percentile
score for that component or indicator. A higher
percentile indicates a higher relative burden.
Scroll to the bottom for a pie chart of
race/ethnicity.    


Pollution Burden: 99
Population Characteristics: 64


Ozone:   89
PM2.5:   96
Diesel:   92
Drinking Water:   90
Pesticides:   49
Toxic Releases:   87
Traffic Density:   93
Cleanup Sites:   4
Groundwater Threats:49
Hazardous Waste:    94
Impaired Water:      0
Solid Waste:             23





 


Find address or place



http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=27

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=31

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=37

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=42

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=49

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=55

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=60

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=65

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=72

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=80

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=87

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=91





County of Riverside, Bureau of Land Management, Esri, HERE, DeLorme, INCREME…





Census Tract: 6071001812


CalEnviroScreen Score: 96100% (highest
scores)
Population: 4,321


The following numbers represent the percentile
score for that component or indicator. A higher
percentile indicates a higher relative burden.
Scroll to the bottom for a pie chart of
race/ethnicity.    


Pollution Burden: 95
Population Characteristics: 96


Ozone:   90
PM2.5:   96
Diesel:   92
Drinking Water:   90
Pesticides:   30
Toxic Releases:   88
Traffic Density:   38
Cleanup Sites:   27
Groundwater Threats:18
Hazardous Waste:    94
Impaired Water:      0





 


Find address or place



http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=27

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=31

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=37

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=42

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=49

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=55

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=60

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=65

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=72

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=80

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=87





County of Riverside, Bureau of Land Management, Esri, HERE, DeLorme, INCREME…





Census Tract: 6071001813


CalEnviroScreen Score: 96100% (highest
scores)
Population: 4,576


The following numbers represent the percentile
score for that component or indicator. A higher
percentile indicates a higher relative burden.
Scroll to the bottom for a pie chart of
race/ethnicity.    


Pollution Burden: 99
Population Characteristics: 88


Ozone:   91
PM2.5:   96
Diesel:   92
Drinking Water:   90
Pesticides:   54
Toxic Releases:   89
Traffic Density:   23
Cleanup Sites:   80
Groundwater Threats:57
Hazardous Waste:    98
Impaired Water:      0





 


Find address or place



http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=27

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=31

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=37

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=42

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=49

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=55

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=60

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=65

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=72

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=80

http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=87










 


 


 


 


 


 


 


ATTACHMENT G 


NON-INFRASTRUCTURE WORK PLAN 
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May 12, 2016 
 
CALTRANS 
Division of Local Assistance, 
1120 N. N Street, MS 1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs 
 
R: Safe Routes to School Active Transportation Grant- Sultana Elementary School and De Anza 
Middle School 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am writing this letter in support of the City of Ontario’s application for a Safe Routes to School Active 
Transportation Program grant for various safety improvements around Sultana Elementary and De Anza 
Middle Schools. Partners for Better Health leads community engagement efforts in the Healthy Ontario, 
Healthy Eating, and Active Living Zone. The residents and community members whom we engage as 
health champions have voiced their request for safer, walkable streets around Sultana Elementary and De 
Anza Middle Schools. 
 
Improving the walkability of the community not only can positively affect the overall health of residents, 
but it will also sustain the healthy living strategies that residents currently help to lead in the City and 
along the proposed corridors. Improving the safe route that children travel to school may increase the 
willingness of parents to allow their children to walk to school which may help to reduce childhood 
obesity in the neighborhoods around these schools. 
 
 
Partners for Better Health enthusiastically supports the City’s vision and proposed plan for creating safe, 
healthy and walkable communities. We applaud the City for emphasizing resident leadership in their 
health assessments and the design of environmental solutions. We hope that by improving the paths of 
travel to school for the students it will also encourage more residents to walk safety throughout the 
community, thus encouraging active modes of transportation and a stronger sense of community in the 
surrounding neighborhoods.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Evette De Luca 
Director	











We	are	Safe,	Responsible,	and	Respectful!	


 
 


Ontario-Montclair 
School District 
 


 


1845 S. Sultana Avenue Ontario, California   (909) 986-1215   FAX (909) 459-2916 
SULTANA	SPORTS	&	SCIENCE	ACADEMY	
	
May	12,	2016	
	
CALTRANS	
Division	of	Local	Assistance,	
1120	N.	N	Street,	MS	1	
Sacramento,	CA	95814	
Attn:	Office	of	Active	Transportation	and	Special	Programs	
	
R:	Safe	Routes	to	School	Active	Transportation	Grant-	Sultana	Elementary	School	and	De	Anza	Middle	
School	
	
To	Whom	It	May	Concern:	
	
I	 am	 writing	 this	 letter	 in	 support	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Ontario’s	 application	 for	 a	 Safe	 Routes	 to	 School	 Active	
Transportation	Program	grant.	The	City	of	Ontario	is	collaborating	with	the	Ontario–Montclair	School	District	and	
residents	 to	 increase	 safety	 and	 physical	 activity	 by	making	 active	 transportation	 a	 more	 appealing	 option	 for	
students	and	their	families.		
	
The	 City	 is	 proposing	 to	 construct	 sidewalk	 gap	 closures,	 enhanced	 crossings,	 handicap	 ramps	 and	 safety	
signalization	to	increase	opportunities	for	students	and	residents	to	walk	safely	to	Sultana	Elementary	and	De	Anza	
Middle	 Schools	 and	 other	 amenities	 such	 as	 Bon	 View	 and	 De	 Anza	 parks,	 Dorothy	 Quesada	 and	 De	 Anza	
Community	Centers,	Huerta	Del	Valle	community	garden,	local	commercial	businesses	and	local	area	transit	stops.	
	
We	 support	 the	 City’s	 efforts	 to	 increase	 pedestrian	 safety	 for	 our	 students	 and	 parents	 traveling	 to	 Sultana	
Elementary.	 Improving	 the	routes	 that	our	children	 travel	on	 to	school	on	may	 increase	 the	willingness	of	more	
parents	to	allow	their	children	to	walk	to	school	which	may	help	to	reduce	childhood	obesity	in	the	neighborhoods	
around	these	schools.	 Improving	 the	walkability	of	 the	community	will	positively	affect	 the	overall	health	of	our	
students	and	their	parents.	
	
Sultana	staff,	parents	and	students	enthusiastically	support	 the	City’s	vision	and	proposed	plan	 for	creating	safe,	
healthy	and	walkable	communities.		
	
Sincerely,	


	
Cara	Molina	
Principal	


BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
Samuel Crowe 
Michael C. Flores 
Maureen “Moe” Mendoza 
Elvia M. Rivas 
Alfonso Sanchez 
	


James Q. Hammond, Ed.D. 
Superintendent 
 


Cara Molina 
Principal 
 


Tony Garcia 
Elementary Administrator 
 


Roberto Garcia 
Elementary Administrator 







“Our Community, Our Children, Our Commitment” 


 


Ontario-Montclair School District 
 


1450 S. Sultana Avenue, Ontario, California 91761 • (909) 986-8577 • Fax (909) 459-2543 
 


DE ANZA MIDDLE SCHOOL 


 


 


May 13, 2016 


 


CALTRANS 


Division of Local Assistance, 


1120 N. N Street, MS 1 


Sacramento, CA 95814 


Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs 


 


Re: Safe Routes to School Active Transportation Grant - De Anza Middle School and 


Sultana Elementary School  


 


To Whom It May Concern: 


 


I am writing this letter in support of the City of Ontario’s application for a Safe Routes to School 


Active Transportation Program grant. The City of Ontario is collaborating with the Ontario–


Montclair School District and residents to increase safety and physical activity by making active 


transportation a more appealing option for students and their families.  


 


The City is proposing to construct sidewalk gap closures, enhanced crossings, handicap ramps 


and safety signalization to increase opportunities for students and residents to walk safely to De 


Anza Middle School and Sultana Elementary and other amenities such as Bon View and De 


Anza parks, Dorothy Quesada and De Anza Community Centers, Huerta Del Valle community 


garden, local commercial businesses and local area transit stops. 


 


We support the City’s efforts to increase pedestrian safety for our students and parents traveling 


to De Anza Middle School. Improving the routes that our children travel to school may increase 


the willingness of more parents to allow their children to walk to school, which may help to 


reduce childhood obesity in the neighborhoods around these schools. Improving the walkability 


of the community will positively affect the overall health of our students and their parents. 


 


De Anza Middle School staff, parents and students enthusiastically support the City’s vision and 


proposed plan for creating safe, healthy and walkable communities.  


 


Sincerely, 


 
Adriana T. Gonzalez 


Principal, De Anza Middle School 


James Q. Hammond, Ed.D. 


Superintendent  


 
Tammy Lipschultz 
Assistant Superintendent  


Learning & Teaching Division 


 
Adriana T. Gonzalez 


Acting Principal 


De Anza Middle School 
 


 


 


 


BOARD OF TRUSTEES 


Samuel Crowe 


Michael C. Flores 


Maureen “Moe” Mendoza 


Elvia M. Rivas 


Alfonso Sanchez 


 







 


May 13, 2016 


 


Caltrans 


Division of Local Assistance 


1120 N. N Street, MS 1 


Sacramento, CA 95814 


Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs 


 


Re:  City of Ontario Safe Routes to School Active Transportation Grant -  


Sultana Elementary School and De Anza Middle School 


 


To Whom It May Concern: 


 


I am writing this letter in support of the City of Ontario’s application for a Safe Routes to School 


Active Transportation Program grant for sidewalk gap closures and crossing improvements 


around Sultana Elementary and De Anza Middle Schools.  Improving the walkability of the 


community not only can improve the overall health of students and their families, but it will 


improve pedestrian access to the bus services that Omnitrans provides in the region and in the 


general vicinity of the proposed improvements (routes 83 and 86).   


 


Omnitrans enthusiastically supports the City’s vision for creating safe, healthy, and walkable 


communities.  We hope that by improving the paths of travel to school for students it will also 


encourage more residents to walk to nearby transit stops, thus encouraging alternatives modes of 


travel. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 
Anna Jaiswal 


Development Planning Manager 
















Estimating Bicycling  
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tarian purposes is much more common. Although exercise 
and recreation are certainly important in relation to health 
benefits, the market for increasing non-motorized travel in 
the United States is more likely to come from daily family and 
personal needs.


Figure 2-6 illustrates how trips for these various purposes 
vary by average trip length. The longest trips for both walk-
ing and cycling are those for travel to work and work-related 
business. The shortest trips are those for shopping, family/
personal business, and visiting friends and relatives. The 
Other Social/Recreational category has above-average trip 
lengths for both modes, a result that may be driven by the 
high proportion of recreation/exercise trips in this category.


2.4  Who Walks and Bikes?


The NHTS also provides information to characterize the 
types of people who currently walk or bicycle. Matching 
pedestrian/bicycle trip-making from the survey with the 
characteristics of the individuals making those trips begins to 


convey a sense of the characteristics (e.g., age, gender, income, 
vehicle ownership, education, and race/ethnicity) associated 
with the walking and biking populations. However, these 
profiles represent a snapshot of non-motorized travel in the 
United States today, but different policies and trends may 
result in very different profiles of users in the future.


With these points in mind, the following characteristics 
describe current non-motorized travelers:


•	 Age: As seen in Figure 2-7, the highest rates of walking and
biking occur among children, aged 5 to 15, most of whom are
not permitted to drive until age 16. Among walkers, the next
most active age group is adults aged 25 to 34 years. Walking
rates then remain stable until age 65 and then decline. Walk-
ing to transit peaks in the 16 to 24 year age group, and then
steadily declines. For biking among adults, rates remain fairly 
stable across all age groups, and then decline after age 55.


• Gender: Figure 2-7 shows that differences in gender are
most pronounced for bicycling, where males are two to four
times more likely to make a bicycle trip than females in all age 


Figure 2-5. Frequency of walk or bicycle trips by trip purpose.
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groups. For walking, males walk at higher rates in the young-
est age groups – 5 to 15, and 16 to 24 – while females walk at 
similar or slightly higher rates in all other age groups; a simi-
lar relationship is seen in the use of walking to access transit.


• Income: Walking appears to be linked to income. Figure 2-8
shows that travelers in the lowest income category make
16.9% of their trips by walking and another 4.8% of their
trips to access transit. This share declines to 8.9% for people 
with incomes between $40,000 and $99,000, and then rises


with incomes more than $100,000. Bicycling is more con-
sistent across income classes, with the highest rate of 1.3% 
in the $20,000 to $39,000 class, declining to 0.9% in the 
$75,000 to $99,000 range, and 1.1% for all other groups.


• Vehicle Ownership: The number of vehicles owned by a
household and the availability of those vehicles to house-
hold drivers strongly impact rates of walking, although the
impacts on biking are much less. Figure 2-9 states that in
households that do not own any vehicles, 41% of daily trips


Figure 2-6. Average trip length by purpose.
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Figure 2-7. Percentage of daily trips made by walking or bicycle 
by age and gender.
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are made by walking, 9% by walking to transit and 3% 
by bicycle. If only one vehicle is owned, the walk trip rate 
drops to 13%, walk to transit drops to 2%, and bike drops 
to 1%. If more than two vehicles are owned, the walk rate 
drops to 7%, while the bike rate remains at 1%. 


•	 Vehicle Demand: If one accounts for the availability of vehi-
cles in terms of vehicles per household driver, Figure 2-10
shows that households with fewer vehicles than drivers aver-
age 12.3% of their trips by walking and 1.6% by bicycle,
whereas when the number of vehicles equals or exceeds the
number of drivers, the walk rate drops to 7% and bicycle
rate drops to 0.8%. The decline of rates of walk to transit is
even more precipitous: from 3.1% where drivers outnumber 
vehicles to 0.1% when there are more vehicles than drivers.


• Education: As seen in Figure 2-11, the highest rates of
walking are among people who did not finish high school
(16.7%) (which includes trips to transit), while the low-
est rates are for those with either a high school diploma
or who have competed some college (about 10%), after
which the rates increase to 11.2% for those who have
attained a bachelor’s degree, and about 14% for those with 
post-graduate education. A similar relationship exists for
bicycle use across the five education categories, though at
much lower rates.


For more detail on these and other relationships describ-
ing the characteristics of persons who walk or bicycle, please 
consult Appendix 4 of the Contractor’s Final Report.


Figure 2-8. Percentage of daily person trips by mode and income.
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Figure 2-9. Percent of daily trips made by walking or biking by number of 
household vehicles owned.


Source: 2009 NHTS
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76 percent of trips required crossing streets and 53 percent involved crossing at intersections 
(NuStats International, 1998). Unfortunately, about 30 percent of all pedestrian fatalities are related 
to improper crossing of a roadway or intersection (Institute of Transportation Studies, 2003). Traffic 
control devices such as pavement markings, signs, and signals may be used to facilitate and chan-
nel pedestrian crossings. Alternatively, normally at high fixed cost, a pedestrian and/or bicycle 
underpass or overpass may be constructed to provide absolute separation from vehicular traffic. 
Both at-grade and grade-separated crossings are covered here.


The bulk of the studies encountered on crossing improvements have focused on safety and design 
issues rather than on travel demand response, the core subject of this “Traveler Response” 
Handbook. From a travel behavior standpoint, the primary underlying traveler response factors 
addressed by these improvements are travel time and perceived safety. Crossing improvements 
may also help maintain the continuity of the pedestrian network by mitigating barriers to pedes-
trian movement. Long crossing delays, indirect pedestrian routings, high vehicle speeds, or fre-
quent vehicle-pedestrian conflicts can all contribute to a barrier effect. High-quality crossings can 
contribute to a sense of connectedness and enhance the overall value of pedestrian facilities in an 
area. Measures of street crossing ease have been found to be related to transportation mode choice 
(Replogle and Parcells, 1992).


An on-street survey covering seven U.S. marked-crosswalk sites in three southern-tier states found 
“that as the control at a pedestrian crossing increases through the addition of signs, flashing lights, 
and/or signals the pedestrians’ perception of safety also increases.” On a scale of 5 (unsafe) to 
1 (very safe), perceptions shifted from an average score of greater than 4 in cases of simple marked 
crosswalks to better scores in the range of 3 to 2 or less for cases of signalized crosswalks 
(Fitzpatrick, Ullman, and Trout, 2004).


Table 16-5 provides a summary compilation of usable pedestrian and bicyclist travel behavior 
impact studies. It includes both quantitative research and less formal reporting, but the findings 
are consistent to the extent that—in their totality—they largely demonstrate provision of safe and 
attractive crossings is an essential and full-partner element of providing an overall NMT system 
that will attract and induce additional walking and bicycling. The table starts with studies involv-
ing crosswalks, associated traffic controls, and major street crossings in general, that address gen-
eral-purpose (mostly adult) pedestrian and cyclist usage. These are followed by similar at-grade 
crossings studies focused on the school commute of children and adolescents. The last three entries 
of Table 16-5 involve grade-separated crossings. While traffic calming may properly be considered 
a tool for making street crossings less of a barrier to pedestrians and cyclists, that strategy is cov-
ered in the preceding “Sidewalks and Along-Street Walking” subsection under “Residential and 
Mixed-Use Traffic Calming” and also “Sidewalks and Traffic Calming for Business Districts.”
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Our next meeting: 


Neighborhood Walkablllty and Safety 


Join us to learn how to perform a walkability assessment of your community! 


Thursday, 12 /11/14 
11:00 am - 12: 00 pm 


Armstrong Community Center 


1265 S Palmetto Ave, Ontario 


91762 


. .-.1,:.. ... .. .;_,,�:'� .... �-� .. - .. . . ... - -� . �. ·- -
Questions. contact: Evette ·oeluco, Partners for Bette1 Health . · �-- · · I (909) 900-6166
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Students Mode of Travel to School 


School: 


Teacher: 


Grade: 


Tuesday Date: 


# of Students Who # of Students Who Biked # of Students Who were 


Walked to School to School Driven to School 


Wednesday Date· 


# of Students Who # of Students Who Biked # of Students Who were 


Walked to School to School Driven to School 


Thursday Date· 


# of Students Who # of Students Who Biked # of Students Who were 


Walked to School to School Driven to School 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions
(2009-2013)


CASEID DAYWEEK DATE_ TIME_ CRASHSEV VIOLCAT PEDCOL BICCOL MONTH_ CRASHTYP INVOLVE PED PRIMARYRD SECONDRD PCF VIOL VIOLSUB HITRUN


4000504 2 - Tuesday 01/13/2009 2308 3 11 - Pedestrian /violation Y 1 B - Sideswipe B D - Crossing not in Crosswalk MISSION BL HOPE AV A - Vehicle Code Violation 21950 - Unsafe pedestrian crossing B


4145855 1 - Monday 03/09/2009 1552 4 10 - Pedestrian Right of Way Y 3 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B B - Crossing in Crosswalk MISSION BL SULTANA AV A - Vehicle Code Violation 21950 - Failure to Yield to Pedestrian in Marked Crosswalk A


4216398 7 - Sunday 03/08/2009 1155 3 11 - Pedestrian /violation Y 3 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B D - Crossing not in Crosswalk CONCORD AV CEDAR ST A - Vehicle Code Violation 21954 - Unsafe pedestrian crossing A


4293768 6 - Saturday 06/20/2009 1643 4 11 - Pedestrian /violation Y 6 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B D - Crossing not in Crosswalk DE ANZA ST CAMPUS AV A - Vehicle Code Violation 21954 - Unsafe pedestrian crossing A


4305414 4 - Thursday 07/02/2009 1850 3 10 - Pedestrian Right of Way Y 7 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B B - Crossing in Crosswalk PHILLIPS ST PALM AV A - Vehicle Code Violation 21950 - Failure to Yield to Pedestrian in Marked Crosswalk A


4598200 5 - Friday 01/08/2010 543 2 9 - Automobile Right of Way Y 1 D - Broadside G A - No Pedestrian Involved CAMPUS AV BELMONT ST A - Vehicle Code Violation 21802 - Failure to Yield A F - Felony


4638745 2 - Tuesday 02/23/2010 643 3 21 - Unsafe Starting or Backing Y 2 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B E - In road, including Shoulder RALSTON ST CAMPUS DR A - Vehicle Code Violation 22106 N - Not Hit and Run


4638757 3 - Wednesday 02/24/2010 1502 3 11 - Pedestrian /violation Y 2 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B B - Crossing in Crosswalk FRANCIS ST PLEASANT AV A - Vehicle Code Violation 21950 - Unsafe pedestrian crossing B N - Not Hit and Run


4976203 6 - Saturday 11/20/2010 1733 4 10 - Pedestrian Right of Way Y 11 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B B - Crossing in Crosswalk MISSION BL SULTANA AV A - Vehicle Code Violation 21950 - Failure to Yield to Pedestrian in Marked Crosswalk A N - Not Hit and Run


5541052 1 - Monday 02/06/2012 1449 3 11 - Pedestrian /violation Y 2 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian B D - Crossing not in Crosswalk SULTANA AV GREVILLEA ST A - Vehicle Code Violation 21954 - Unsafe pedestrian crossing A N - Not Hit and Run


5579944 5 - Friday 03/09/2012 1712 3 12 - Traffic Signals and Signs Y 3 D - Broadside G A - No Pedestrian Involved SULTANA AV ACACIA ST A - Vehicle Code Violation 22450 - Failure to stop behind limit line A N - Not Hit and Run


Source:  TIMS (2009 - 2013)
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64 2016 RTP/SCS


2016 RTP/SCS 
GOALS


1. Align the plan investments and policies with 
improving regional economic development and 
competitiveness.


2. Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people 
and goods in the region.


3. Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and 
goods in the region.


4. Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional 
transportation system.


5. Maximize the productivity of our transportation 
system.


6. Protect the environment and health of our residents 
by improving air quality and encouraging active 
transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking).


7. Actively encourage and create incentives for 
energy efficiency, where possible.


8. Encourage land use and growth patterns that 
facilitate transit and active transportation.


9. Maximize the security of the regional transportation 
system through improved system monitoring, rapid 
recovery planning, and coordination with other 
security agencies.* 


*SCAG does not yet have an agreed-upon security performance measure.


This update, the 2016 RTP/SCS, reflects goals and guiding policies and a vision 
developed through extensive outreach to the general public and numerous 
stakeholders across our region. SCAG values the region’s tremendous 
diversity and acknowledges that it cannot tackle challenges in the same way 
everywhere. This chapter discusses how the Plan was developed, and it offers 
an overview of SCAG’s “preferred scenario” for land use and transportation in 
our region in 2040. SCAG developed this preferred scenario to guide its update 
of the 2012 RTP/SCS and then settle on a final set of strategies, programs and 
projects that will place the region more firmly on the road toward achieving its 
goals. Those strategies, programs and projects are reviewed in Chapter 5.


GOALS AND GUIDING POLICIES
As SCAG updated the 2012 RTP/SCS, it evaluated its existing goals, guiding 
policies and performance measures to determine whether they should be 
refined. Since the adoption of the 2012 RTP/SCS, several developments have 
occurred that influenced the development of the 2016 RTP/SCS. These include:


 z A surface transportation funding and authorization bill known as 
“Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act” (MAP-21) 
was signed into law by President Obama on July 6, 2012. MAP-
21 includes specific goals for safety; improving the condition of 
transportation infrastructure; reducing congestion and making the 
transportation system more reliable; freight movement and economic 
vitality; and environmental sustainability. MAP-21 now requires that 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations such as SCAG set performance 
targets for improving transportation safety and system preservation in 
coordination with state departments of transportation.


At the time this document was being prepared, the federal rulemaking 
process to implement MAP–21 was not yet complete. SCAG will 
continue to monitor rulemaking to understand the implications for 
the Plan, and take the necessary steps to fully evaluate the final rule. 
Also, in December 2015, the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation 
Act, or “FAST Act,” was signed in to law. The FAST Act is a five-year 
transportation funding and authorization bill that maintains many 
of the MAP-21 provisions, but also has new provisions including a 
national freight program. As with MAP-21, SCAG will monitor the 
rulemaking process to implement FAST Act provisions.
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4.0 Pedestrian Planning 


4.1 Issues in Pedestrian Access and Mobility 


It is often perceived that pedestrian transportation is essentially a local concern, given the length 
of most pedestrian trips and the manner in which these trips are usually contained within a given 
area, whether that area is a schoolyard, a shopping center, a college campus or a downtown 
business district. 


At the same time, federal legislation and funding programs reminds us that regional, state and 
federal levels of government all have a stake in designing the multi-modal transportation system 
to serve the needs of all travelers.  It is often said that pedestrian planning is a part of 
“alternative transportation planning,” yet there is no more basic mode of transportation than 
getting around on foot.  Indeed, no trip involving a car, bus, train, airplane or other mode can 
even begin without a pedestrian journey taking place.  Regional transportation facilities such as 
airports and transit stations must be designed around the needs of the pedestrian if they are to 
fulfill their mission. 


Unfortunately, as American society moved to develop the systems necessary to accommodate 
the automobile, many of the values associated with pedestrian transportation have been 
diminished, if not lost.  This is not a phenomenon unique to Southern California.  As highway 
and street design standards have evolved over the past fifty years, the problems of insufficient 
pedestrian access, diminished safety and difficult trip making have been repeated across the 
country. 


City-level statistics on commute trips by walking within San Bernardino County bear this out, as 
shown in Table 4-1.  The percentage of commute trips by walking are drawn from the American 
Community Survey, over the period of 2006-2009.   The statistics were derived from a survey 
sample, not the entire population, but were expanded to represent the entire population. 
Statistics for the unincorporated areas of the County are not included.    


The table shows that the percentage of commute trips by walking is very low, less than 1% 
overall.  Some of the smaller communities actually show larger walk trip shares, presumably 
because the work locations and homes are fewer and therefore in closer proximity.  However, 
caution should be exercised in reading too much into the data for the cities with smaller sample 
sizes.  Loma Linda has the highest walk trip percentage in the Valley, at 2.3%.  This is 
consistent with presence of the large hospital and educational complex in Loma Linda.  The City 
of Redlands was next, with 1.7% of commute trips by walking.  The City of Big Bear Lake was 
shown to have the largest walk trip percentage at 7%. 


It is not possible for a single regional plan to either identify all the liabilities and shortcomings of 
the pedestrian environment or to plan and fund their correction.  Many of the issues and 
concerns are appropriately addressed at the local or even neighborhood level.  At the same 
time, this plan can identify priorities for the use of regionally administered funds to meet 
common regional needs. 


For purposes of this plan, the following activities are considered regional priorities for pedestrian 
planning and project development: 
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1. Improving pedestrian access to transit;


2. Removing existing barriers to pedestrian travel;


3. Development of regional trails and pathways which provide improved pedestrian access 
to destinations;


4. Improvement of the pedestrian environment on major regional arterials and at regional 
activity centers. 


Table 4-1.  City-level Percentage of Daily Commuter Trips by Walking 
(Source:  American Community Survey, 2006-2009) 


CITY 
TOTAL 


COMMUTE 
TRIPS 


% TRIPS 
BY 


WALKING 
Adelanto 4,650 1.6% 
Apple Valley 19,360 0.8% 
Barstow 7,880 2.7% 
Big Bear Lake 2,365 7.0% 
Chino 26,470 1.4% 
Chino Hills 31,770 0.3% 
Colton 18,355 1.0% 
Fontana 46,235 0.6% 
Grand Terrace 5,790 0.2% 
Hesperia 21,960 0.2% 
Highland 16,595 0.5% 
Loma Linda 8,090 2.3% 
Montclair 12,250 1.2% 
Needles 1,650 4.2% 
Ontario 60,920 0.8% 
Rancho Cucamonga 60,635 0.6% 
Redlands 29,335 1.7% 
Rialto 31,540 0.9% 
San Bernardino 60,600 1.4% 
Twentynine Palms 6,180 1.2% 
Upland 31,570 1.0% 
Victorville 22,025 0.3% 
Yucaipa 1,7035 0.6% 
Yucca Valley 5,735 1.0% 
TOTAL 548,995  0.9% 
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4.2 Regional Pedestrian Facility Programs 


The following program concepts describe potential elements of a regionally based pedestrian 
transportation effort: 


4.2.1 Transit Access 


One of the most significant regional benefits of improved pedestrian access and safety involves 
the support of local and regional transit systems.  All transit agencies rely heavily on pedestrian 
access as a core of their ridership base, indeed, public transit is a safety net for those citizens 
who do not have access to an automobile. 


It is critical that this core customer base have access to transit service, yet in many, if not most 
areas of San Bernardino County, there are few efforts being made to ensure that pedestrians 
have systems which promote safety, continuity, connectivity and accessibility.  Local 
jurisdictions should work cooperatively with transit agencies to assess walking conditions within 
600 – 1200 feet of any transit stop.  Most transit patrons are willing to walk at least this distance 
if facilities are present and safe.  Local transit systems also have an interest in working with 
local jurisdictions to ensure that there is an ADA compatible access route to all transit stops, 
including pads adequate in size to accommodate wheelchair loading systems while maintaining 
a clear walking path. 


In addition, land use codes can do much to ensure that new development serves the needs of 
transit.  In new residential subdivisions, care should be taken to ensure that pedestrians can 
walk within a reasonable distance to access local transit service.  This can be provided by 
including “pass-through” pathways between cul-de-sac streets and adjacent arterials.  While 
many residential developments minimize vehicular access in an effort to cut down local “cut-
through” traffic, these same developments must maintain good pedestrian access to 
destinations within and adjacent to the development. 


Commercial development also can provide a significantly more amenable environment for 
pedestrians through careful site planning.  Orientation of business entrances to the street can 
make for a quicker pedestrian trip from transit to destination, while inclusion of overhangs, 
shade, and shelter near transit stops can make for improved and pleasant waiting times for 
transit patrons.  Many communities encourage development of businesses such as newsstands, 
coffee shops and cafes near major transit stops and centers to make these facilities more 
active, safer and more pleasant. 


A significant initiative of SANBAG and local jurisdictions is to plan for more walkable 
communities within and around transit station areas.  This is being accomplished through the 
development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), which will become part of the 
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan.  The SCS is looking at better ways to plan land use 
around transit stations and to provide ped/bike connectivity and amenities that encourage non-
motorized modes.  The SANBAG Long Range Transit Plan provides mapping of existing and 
future transit alignments and station areas around which this planning may occur.  A map of the 
future LRTP system was presented in Chapter 1.   
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4.2.2 Preventing and Eliminating Barriers to Pedestrian Travel 


Planning for improved pedestrian access is relatively simple, but often overlooked.  One needs 
to simply think about the directions/destinations from/to which people are walking and determine 
how to accommodate those paths.  This is best done at the “prevention stage” through good site 
planning, to include both internal and external pedestrian circulation.  It is more difficult and 
costly to eliminate barriers once they are there. 


But the stage can be set with some overarching principles and guidelines.  The document 
PEDSAFE: Pedestrian Safety Guide and Countermeasure Selection System (Federal Highway 
Administration report FHWA-SA-04-003, September 2004) provides many examples of 
pedestrian design treatments suitable for use throughout San Bernardino County.  Chapter 
headings include: 


• Pedestrian Facility Design: Sidewalks and Walkways, Curb Ramps


• Roadway Design: Bicycle Lanes, Roadway Narrowing, Lane Reduction


• Intersection Design: Roundabouts, Intersection Median Barriers


• Traffic Calming: Curb Extensions, Chicanes, Speed Tables 


Information on PEDSAFE may be found at the following link: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/research/deployment/pedsafe.cfm 


4.2.3  Development of Regional Trails and Pathways 


From the pedestrian perspective, the development of trails and pathways can provide an 
important supplement to other local efforts and systems to improve pedestrian facilities.  Such 
facilities, to have a significant pedestrian benefit, must connect numerous destinations and trip 
origins within reasonable walking distance, provide a unique access not afforded by other street 
and sidewalk systems and should be a more pleasant and safer place to walk than other 
existing alternatives. 


Many trails utilize existing corridors such as abandoned rail lines, power corridors, pipelines and 
even limited access rights of way.  Other communities have built smaller walkways through 
downtown areas through dedication of a narrow strip easement on one property edge, allowing 
development of a pathway system to occur over time as properties develop in a business 
district. 


4.2.4  Providing a Better Pedestrian Environment on Major Regional 
Arterials and at Activity Centers 


Clearly, a number of strong regional and local interests converge at locations with high activity, 
whether the activity is in the form of auto traffic, pedestrians, or where many business and 
employers locate.  From the regional perspective, the improvement of these corridors and 
districts can assist transit agencies, business development districts and traditional downtowns. 



http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/research/deployment/pedsafe.cfm
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Many examples exist of improvements to Main Street districts throughout the County.  New 
business developments seek to create a vibrant, busy sense of place in indoor malls and 
centers; trying ultimately to replicate the environment of the successful downtown street.  Such 
districts are an important amenity to support regional transit efforts, as concentrations of activity 
allow transit to effectively serve larger numbers of commuters, shoppers and visitors with a 
more efficient system. 


While there are many examples of pedestrian malls that have developed in Southern California 
in the past 40 years, it is not necessary or obligatory to ban automobiles entirely to create a 
more attractive downtown or business district.  While successful projects such as the 3rd Street 
Promenade in Santa Monica do exist, similarly successful projects have retained auto access 
while simultaneously created more pleasant pedestrian environments through expansion of 
walkways, introduction of more street level activity, preservation of street trees and shade and 
the promotion of activities such as street fairs and farmers markets to create the energy needed 
to make these districts a commercial was well as transportation success. 
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Application Part 1: Applicant Information
Implementing Agency:   This agency must enter into a Master Agreement with Caltrans and will be financially and contractually responsible for the delivery of the project within all pertinent Federal and State funding requirements, including being responsible and accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.  This agency is responsible for the accuracy of the technical information provided in the application and is required to sign the application.   
MASTER AGREEMENTS (MAs):
Does the Implementing Agency currently have a MA with Caltrans?
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans MA number
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans Master Agreement number
Implementing Agency's State Caltrans MA number
*         Implementing Agencies that do not currently have a MA with Caltrans, must be able to meet the requirements and enter into an MA with Caltrans prior to funds allocation.  The MA approval process can take 6 to 12 months to complete and there is no guarantee the agency will meet the requirements necessary for the State to enter into a MA with the agency.    Delays could also result in a failure to meeting the CTC Allocation timeline requirements and the loss of ATP funding.
Project Partnering Agency:   
The “Project Partnering Agency” is defined as an agency, other than Implementing Agency, that will assume the responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility.   The Implementing Agency must: 1) ensure the Partnering Agency agrees to assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility, 2) provide documentation of the agreement (e.g., letter of intent) as part of the project application, and 3) ensure a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties is submitted with the first request for allocation. For these projects, the Project Partnering Agency's information shall be provided below.
Based on the definition above, does this project have a partnering agency?
Application Part 2: General Project Information
Project Coordinates: (latitude/longitude in decimal format)
N
W
Congressional District(s):
State Senate District(s):
State Assembly District(s):
Past Projects: Within the last 10 years, has there been any previous State or Federal ATP, SRTS, SR2S, BTA or other ped/bike funding awards for a project(s) that are adjacent to or overlap the limits of project scope of this application?
Project Number
Past Project 
Funding 
Funded 
Amount $
Project 
Type
Type of overlap/connection 
with past projects 
(select only one which matches the best)
Application Part 3: Project Type
Development of a Plan in a Disadvantaged Community: (Check all Plan types that apply)  
Indicate any of the following plans that your agency currently has:  (Check all that apply) 
PROJECT SUB-TYPE  (check all Project Sub-Types that apply):
For a project to qualify for Safe Routes to School designation, the project must directly increase safety and convenience for public school students to walk and/or bike to school. Safe Routes to Schools infrastructure projects must be located within two miles of a public school or within the vicinity of a public school bus stop and the students must be the intended beneficiaries of the project. Other than traffic education and enforcement activities, non-infrastructure projects do not have a location restriction. 
 
Projects with Safe Routes to School elements must fill out "School and Student Details" later in this application.
As a condition of receiving funding, projects with Safe Routes to School Elements must commit to completing additional before and after student surveys as defined in the Caltrans Active Transportation Guidelines (LAPG Chapter 22).
For each school benefited by the project: 1) Fill in the school and student information; and 2) Include the required attachment information.
Project improvements maximum distance from school 
mile
**Refer to the California Department of Education website:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp
Trails Projects constructing multi-purpose trails are generally eligible in the Active Transportation Program.  If the applicant believes all or part of their project meets the federal requirements of the Recreational Trails Program they are encouraged to seek a determination from the California Department of Parks and Recreation on the eligibility of their project to complete for this funding.   This is optional but recommended because some trails projects may compete better under this funding program.
 
For all trails projects: 
Do you feel a portion of your project is eligible for federal Recreational Trail funding?   
Applicants intending to pursue “Recreational Trails Program funding” must submit the required information to the California Department of Parks and Recreation prior to the ATP application submissions deadline.  (See the Application Instructions for details) 
 
*Recreational Trail funding can only fund work outside of the roadway Right-of-way.
Application Part 4: Project Details
INFRASTRUCTURE TYPE (Only Intended for Infrastructure Projects)
Note:         When quantifying the amount of Active Transportation improvements proposed by the project, do not double-count the improvements that benefit both Bicyclists and Pedestrians (i.e. new RRFB/Signal should only show as a Pedestrian or Bicycle Improvement).
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing bicycle infrastructure: i.e. Class 2 to Class 4)
New Bike Lanes/Routes:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Bike Share Program:
Number
Number
Bike Racks/Lockers:
Number
Number
Other Bicycle Improvements:
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing pedestrian infrastructure.)
Sidewalks:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
ADA Ramp Improvements:
Number
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Pedestrian Amenities:
Number
Number
Number
Other Ped Improvements:
Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Non-Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Other Trail Improvements:
Road Diets:
Linear Feet
Number
Speed Feedback Signs:
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Other Traffic-Calming
Improvements:
Right of Way (R/W) Impacts (Check all that apply)
The federal R/W process involving private property acquisitions and/or private utility relocations can often take 18 to 24 months.  The project schedule in the application for R/W needs to reflect the necessary time to complete the federal R/W process.
*See the application instructions for more details on the required coordination and documentation from these agencies.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule
NOTES:         1) Per CTC Guidelines, all project applications must be submitted with the expectation of receiving federal funding and therefore the schedule below must account for the extra time needed for federal project delivery requirements and approvals, including a NEPA environmental clearance and for each CTC allocation there must also be a Notice to Proceed with Federally Reimbursable work.
         2) Prior to estimating the durations of the project delivery tasks (below), applicants are highly encouraged to review the appropriate chapters of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual and work closely with District Local Assistance Staff.
         3) The proposed CTC allocation dates must be between July 1, 2019 and June 30, 2021 to be consistent with the available ATP funds for Cycle 3.
This page cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS:
PA&ED Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months         (See note #2, above)
PS&E Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
Right of Way Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
* PS&E and Right of Way phases can be allocated at the same CTC meeting.
Construction Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS: (This includes combined "I" and "NI" projects)
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months	
Proposed Dates for "Before" and "After" Counts (As required by the CTC and Caltrans guidelines):
Application Part 6: Project Funding
(1,000s)
The Project Funding table cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
Project
Phase
Total
Project
Costs
Total 
ATP
Funding
ATP
Allocation 
Year *
Total
Non-ATP
Funding **
Non-
Participating
Funding
"Prior"
ATP
Funding
Leveraging
Funding
Matching
Funding ***
(for federal $)
Future Local Identified Funding 
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
NI-CON
TOTAL
*          The CTC Allocation-Year is calculated based on the information entered into the "Project Schedule" section.
 
**  Applicants must ensure that the “Total Non-ATP Funding” values show in this table match the overall Non-ATP Funding values they enter into Page 2 of the PPR (later in this form)
         
***         For programming purposes, applicants, are asked to identify the portion of the Leveraging Funding that meets the requirements to be used as match for new Federal ATP funding.
ATP FUNDING TYPE REQUESTED:
Per the CTC Guidelines, all ATP projects must be eligible to receive federal funding. Most ATP projects will receive federal funding; however, it is the intent of the Commission to consolidate the allocation of federal funds to as few projects as practicable. Therefore, the smallest projects may be granted State Funding from the State Highway Account (SHA) for all or part of the project.  Agencies with projects under $1M, especially ones being implemented by agencies who are not familiar with the federal funding process, are encouraged to request State funding.
Do you believe your project warrants receiving state-only funding?
ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST (PPR):
Using the Project Schedule, Project Funding, and General Project information provided, this electronic form has automatically prepared the following PPR pages. Applicants must review the information in the PPR to confirm it matches their expectations.
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Funding Information:
DO NOT FILL IN ANY SHADED AREAS
Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
PPR Funding Information Table
ATP Funds
Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Non-Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Plan Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Previous Cycle
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Summary of Non-ATP Funding
The Non-ATP funding shown on this page must match the values in the Project Funding table.
Fund No. 2:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 3:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 4:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 5:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 6:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 7:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Application Part 7: Application Questions
Screening Criteria
The following Screening Criteria are requirements for applications to be considered for ATP funding.  Failure to demonstrate a project meets these criteria will result is the disqualification of the application. 
1.         Demonstrated fiscal needs of the applicant:
-         Is all or part of the project currently (or has it ever been) formally programmed in an RTPA, MPO and/or Caltrans funding program? 
If "Yes", explain why the project is not considered "fully funded".  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are any elements of the proposed project directly or indirectly related to the intended improvements of a past or future development or capital improvement project? 
If “Yes”, explain why the other project cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are adjacent properties undeveloped or under-developed where standard “conditions of development” could be placed on future adjacent redevelopment to construct the proposed project improvements?
If “Yes”, explain why the development cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
2.         Consistency with an adopted regional transportation plan:
-         Is the project consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan that has been developed and updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080?
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
If “No”, document why the project should still be considered as being “consistent with the Regional Plan”.  (Max of 200 Words)
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #1
QUESTION #1
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (0-10 POINTS)
A.         Map of Project Boundaries, Access and Destination  (0 points): Required
B.         Identification of Disadvantaged Community:  (0 points)
Select one of the following 4 options.  Must provide information for all Census Tract/Block Group/Place # that the project affects.
         ●  Median Household Income
         ●  CalEnviroScreen
         ●  Free or Reduced Priced School Meals - Applications using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.
         ● Other 
The Median Household Income (Table ID B19013) is less than 80% of the statewide median based on the most current Census Tract (ID 140) level data from the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) (<$49,191). Communities with a population less than 15,000 may use data at the Census Block Group (ID 150) level. Unincorporated communities may use data at the Census Place (ID 160) level. Data is available at: http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
MHI  
Median Household Income Table
Lowest median household income from above (autofill): $
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
Median household income by census tract for the community(ies) benefited by the project: $
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the median household income is greater than $49,120, this program does not qualify for this option. 
An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25% in the state according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen 2.0) scores (score must be greater than or equal to 36.62). This list can be found at the following link under SB 535 List of Disadvantaged Communities:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
CalEnviroScreen Score
Cal Enviro Screen Table
Highest California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score for the community benefited by the project:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the CalEnviroScreen score is less than 36.62, this program does not qualify for this option. 
At least 75% of public school students in the project area are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch Program. Data is available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp (auto filled from Part A).
Applicants using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.  Project must be located within two miles of the school(s) represented by this criteria. 
School Name
School Enrollment
% of Students Eligible for FRPM
Data for this table is automatically populated with the school data entered on Application Part 3.
Highest percentage of students eligible from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only) 
Percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals Programs:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals program is less than 75%, this program does not qualify for this option. 
Other
Creation of new routes?
●  If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or CalEnviroScreen data that represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the applicant must submit for consideration a quantitative assessment to demonstrate that the community’s median household income is at or below 80% of that state median household income. (Max of 200 Words)
●  Regional definitions of disadvantaged communities as adopted in a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by an MPO or RTPA per obligations with Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, such as “environmental justice communities” or “communities of concern,” may be used in lieu of the options identified above. Applicant must provide section of the RTP referenced. (Max of 200 Words)
C.         Direct Benefit:  (0 - 4 points)
1.         Explain how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important community need. (Max of 50 Words)
2.         Explain how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to the project/program/plan. 
         (Max of 50 Words)         
3.         Illustrate how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged community residents. 
         (Max of 50 Words)
D.         Project Location:  (0 - 2 points)
E.         Severity:  (0 - 4 points)
a.         Auto calculated
Part B: Narrative Questions
Question #2
QUESTION #2
POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG STUDENTS, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES TO AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING INCREASING AND IMPROVING  CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NON-MOTORIZED USERS. (0-35 POINTS)
Please provide the following information: (This must be completed to be considered for funding for infrastructure projects)
# of Users
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Date of Counts
Mark here if N/A to project
Current
Projected
(1 year after completion)
Safe Routes to School projects and programs:  The following information related to the Safe Routes to School Projects data was already entered in part 3 of the application.
School
Total Student Enrollment
Approx. # of Students Living Along School Route Proposed	
# of Students Currently Walking/Biking to School
Projected # of Students that will 
walk/bike after project
Net projected Change in Students 
walking/biking
Total
Data in this table will be automatically populated with the school data entered in Application Part 3.
Document the methodologies used to establish the current count data. (Max of 200 Words)
A.         Describe the specific active transportation need that the proposed project/plan/program will address. (0-15 points) 
         (Max of 500 Words)
B.         Describe how the proposed project/plan/program will address the active transportation need: (0-20 points)
1.         Close a gap?
Close a gap?
Gap closure = Construction of a missing segment of an existing facility in order to make that facility continuous.
a.         Must provide a map of each gap closure identifying gap and connections.
b.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Creation of new routes?
Creation of new routes?
New route = Construction of a new facility that did not previously exist for non-motorized users that provides a course or way to get from one place to another.
a.         Must provide a map of the new route location.
b.         Describe the existing route(s) that currently connect the affected transportation related and community identified destinations and why the route(s) are not adequate. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Removal of barrier to mobility?
a.         Type of barrier:
b.         Must provide a map identifying the barrier location and improvement.
c.         Describe the existing negative effects of barrier to be removed and how the project addresses the existing barrier. 
         (Max of 100 Words)
d.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Other improvements to routes?
Other improvements to routes?
a.         Must provide a map of the new improvement location.
b.         Explain the improvement. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
a.         Describe how the plan will address links or connections, or encourage the use of existing/new routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Describe how the plan will result in implementable projects and programs in the future.   (Max of 100 Words)
c.         A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made in implementing the plan. (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing
         walking or biking in the community?
Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing walking or biking in the community?
a.         Describe how the program encourages walking or biking to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #3
QUESTION #3
POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OR THE RISK OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS.  (0-25 POINTS)
A.         Describe the plan/program influence area or project location’s history of collisions resulting in fatalities and injuries to non-motorized users and the source(s) of data used (e.g. collision reports, community observation, surveys, audits).  (10 points max)
1.         The following reported crashes must have all occurred within the project’s influence area within the last 5 years (only crashes that the project has a chance to mitigate):
# of Crashes	
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Total
Fatalities
Injuries
Total
2.         Applicant can provide bicycle and pedestrian (only) crash rates in addition to the information required above. (Max of 200 Words)
3.         Discuss specific accident data. (Max of 200 Words)
4.         Attach a SWITRS or equivalent (i.e. UC Berkeley’s TIMS tool) listing of all bicycle and pedestrian crashes (only) shown in the map above and in this application.
*Applications that do not have the crash data above OR that prefer to provide additional crash data and/or safety data in a different format can provide this data below.  The corresponding methodology used must also be included.   Input Data and methodologies here and/or include them via a separate attachment in the field below. (Max of 200 Words)
B.         Safety Countermeasures (15 points max)
         Describe how the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more) potential safety hazards that contribute to pedestrian and/or bicyclist injuries or fatalities (only); Countermeasures must directly address the underlying factors that are contributing to the occurrence of pedestrian and/or bicyclist collisions.
1.         Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
a.         Current speed and/or volume: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated speed and/or volume after project completion : (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current sight distance and/or visibility issue: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated sight distance and/or visibility issue resolution: (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current conflict point description: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Improvement that addresses conflict point: (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Which Law:
b.         How will the project improve compliance: (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
a.         List traffic controls that are inadequate: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Addresses inadequate or unsafe bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks?
a.         List bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks that are inadequate:          (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
7.         Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
a.         List of behaviors: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How will the project will eliminate or reduce these behaviors? (Max of 100 Words)
Plans
Describe how the plan will identify and plan to address hazards identified in the plan area, including the potential for mitigating safety hazards as a prioritization criterion, and/or including countermeasures that address safety hazards.  (Max of 200 Words)
Non-Infrastructure
Describe how the program educates bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or drivers about safety hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists. Describe how the program encourages this safe behavior. If available, include documentation of effectiveness of similar programs in encouraging safe behavior.  (Max of 200 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #4
QUESTION #4
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (0-10 POINTS)
 
Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in the project/program proposal or will be utilized as part of the development of a plan.  
A.         What is/was the process of defining future policies, goals, investments and designs to prepare for future needs of users of this project?  How did the applicant analyze the wide range of alternatives and impacts on the transportation system to influence beneficial outcomes? (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Who: Describe who was/will be engaged in the identification and development of this project/program/plan (for plans: who will be engaged) and how they were/will be engaged.   Describe and provide documentation of the type, extent, and duration of outreach and engagement conducted to relevant stakeholders. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
C.         What:  Describe the feedback received during the stakeholder engagement process and describe how the public participation and planning process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness at meeting the purpose and goals of the ATP. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
D.         Describe how stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the implementation of the project/program/plan.  
                  (1 point max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #5
QUESTION #5
IMPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH (0-10 POINTS)
 
•         NOTE: Applicants applying for the disadvantaged community set aside must respond to the below questions with health data specific to the disadvantaged communities. All applicants must cite information specific to project location and targeted users. Failure to do so will result in lost points. 
A.         Describe the health status of the targeted users of the project/program/plan.  Describe how you considered health benefits when developing this project or program (for plans: how will you consider health throughout the plan). (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Describe how you expect your project/proposal/plan to promote healthy communities and provide outreach to the targeted users. (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #6
QUESTION #6
COST EFFECTIVENESS (0-5 POINTS)
A project’s cost effectiveness is considered to be the relative costs of the project in comparison to the project’s benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of the ATP.  This includes the consideration of the safety and mobility benefit in relation to both the total project cost and the funds provided. 
 
Explain why the project is considered to have the highest Benefit to Cost Ratio (B/C) with respect to the ATP purpose and goals of “increased use of active modes of transportation”.  (5 points max.)  (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #7
QUESTION #7
LEVERAGING OF NON-ATP FUNDS (0-5 POINTS)
A.         The application funding plan will show all federal, state and local funding for the project: (5 points max.)
 
                  Based on the project funding information provided earlier in the application, the following Leveraging and Matching amounts are designated for this project.  Applicants must review and verify these values meet the following criteria:
                   Leveraging Funds
                           Non-ATP funds; either already expended by the applicant or funds to be programmed for use on elements within the requested ATP project.  This non-ATP funding can only be considered "Leveraging" funding if it goes towards ATP eligible costs.
                  Matching Funds
                           The portion of the Leveraging funding that can be used as the local match if Federal ATP funding is programmed.  These must be 
                           non-federal funds not yet expended and provided by the applicant in a specific project phase.
                   If these numbers do not match this criteria and/or the applicant's expectations, the numbers inputted earlier need to be revised.
                   
 
                   Funding in $1,000s
PA&ED Phase Project Delivery Costs:
PS&E Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Right of Way Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Construction Phase Project Delivery Costs:
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS:
OVERALL TOTALS FOR PROJECT/APPLICATION:
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #8
QUESTION #8
USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS (CCC) OR A CERTIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS (0 or -5 POINTS)
- For project "Plan" types, this section is not required. -
Step 1:         The applicant must submit the following information via email concurrently to both the CCC AND certified community conservation corps at least 5 days prior to application submittal to Caltrans.  The CCC and certified community conservation corps will respond within five (5) business days from receipt of the information. 
 
                  •         Project Title
                  •         Project Description                                 
                  •         Detailed Estimate                              
                  •         Project Schedule
                  •         Project Map                                              
                  •         Preliminary Plan
Click on the following links for the California Conservation Corps and community conservation corps Representative ATP contact information: 
http://calocalcorps.org/active-transportation-program/
http://www.ccc.ca.gov/work/programs/ATP/Pages/ATP%20home.aspx
The applicant must also attach any email correspondence from the CCC and certified community conservation corps or Tribal corps (if applicable) to the application verifying communication/participation.  Failure to attach their email responses will result in a loss of 5 points.
Step 2:         The applicant has coordinated with the CCC AND with the certified community conservation corps, or the Tribal corps and determined the following: (check appropriate box)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #9
QUESTION #9
APPLICANT’S PERFORMANCE ON PAST ATP FUNDED PROJECTS (0 - 10 points) 
For Caltrans use only.
 
Part C: Application Attachments
Applicants must ensure all data in this part of the application is fully consistent with the other parts of the application. See the Application Instructions and Guidance document for more information and requirements related to Part C.
List of Application Attachments
The following attachment names and order must be maintained for all applications.  Depending on the Project Type (I, NI or Plans) some attachments will be intentionally left blank.  All non-blank attachments must be identified in hard-copy applications using “tabs” with appropriate letter designations
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